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, Abstract

The extent of similarities and di rences among éducab]_.e ten-
tally retarded, ]:'é_.aming disabled, and emotionally disturbed. chi]:dren
has been the subj;ctﬂ 6f some research. Teachers in this investigation
were asked to pr_ovlide_ in;ormation regarding the children in their
classes and some &f their program a‘ctivities; equal numbers 6f\each

™ type of ‘teacher wére sampled on two occasions. An a;xalysis of the.
results indicated-v -qiany similarities and some differences amohg the

i, :
teacher responses.- A disgussion of the finding is presented.




Classroom Perspectives of LD and Other

S Special Education Teachers \ //“j

abled children. This'servi e del very by categoryfnodel has ied to a
similar organization of teacher training progrggs and state certification
practices (Forness, 1976; Hallahan & Ksuffman 1976; Lilly, 1977) Only
20 percent of the states currently award certification in a noncategorical
manner (Belch, 1979). o N < 3‘

As indicated bv Belch, the "idea of conpreherive teacher training
and noncategorical teacher certification is certainly not new" (p. 129).
In fact, Laycock (1936) advocated the training of educational diagnosticians
without regard t6 various categorical programa of instruction, snd Lord |
(19560 indicated that special education services should,become less "bogged

down with categories and apparent differences between them, and more in-’

volved with comprehensive, inclusive programming. o ' , o ‘.Z
Recently, the noncategorical perspective ‘has begun to re-emergl/ |

~(Forness, 1974, -1976; Lilly, 1977 Reynolds & Balov, 1972) Hallahan

and Kauffman (1976) have suggested that this is due to the limited utility

 instructional perspective) of categorical groupings; they argued

' ¢

that many chi1dren within the major\speci;& education categories respond ~

to aimilar teaching methods and that teachers generally deal with behaviors

AN
that rlap considerably among categories. They suggest that, every-

thing else "being equal, the ED hyperactive child with-a figure-ground

revezsal problem, the LD hyperactive child with a figur%;ground reversal
. ATy B .
] ot

. ’ .
. ) )
. - . .
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problem, and the EMR . hyperactive child with a figage-ground reversal

problem will all be taught in the s manner" (p. 3 - In a survey of
. . j "

) state directors of education and'certification, Belch (1499) found that: (\\g
. 11 states had a "comprehensive" type certificate and 12 more were "headed ¢

N
‘{n that direction."

'?"

" . -
In spite_ofﬂthe efforts to represent the majority of handicapped

” -

children within a noncategorical frame of reference, most states still ¢

utili%e separate definitions for learning disabled (LD), educable mentally

retarded (EMR), hnd emotionally disturbed (ED) children KBpstein, cojlinan, .

4

/

& Sabatino, 1977; Mercer, Forgnone7 & Wolking, 1976; Neisworth & Smith,

\ i ' 1978) and certify teachers accordingly (Belch, 1979). Mentally retarded

children are~ differentiated from ﬁb and LD children by aberrant intelligence'

, (IQ)\scores while e\chtgég;ies of ED Jhd.LD are seen as different based

upon tha types of behaﬁiors Ehought to be most characteristic oﬁ each.
i . ..
Again, however,/it is important to note that many researchers feel. there

-~

-

o / :
’ are mreﬁnilarities than differences be (en the categories, regardless
o

-.0f defin ns (Forness, 1974; Hallahan & uffamn, 1977; Neisworth &

Greer,a1975 0 Grady, 1976)

,g,
search has examined similarities and differences among the
re

-\

( three major special education Categories. Becker (1978) investigated

performance differénces between 'educationally handicaqped" (i.e., ED and

[
LD). anlﬂfducable mentally reuarded childreg. Several areaswof difference
- - R 4 ]
¥ were igéntified; however, it was.suggested thatxthese differences were
/ (\’ : 4
likely due to the IQ and mental age scores being di‘;brent for the chil- .
v

i b dren\studied. Gajar (1979) also analneed characteristies, across eate-
I3 v

© gories, attribnted to. children ;dentified as educable mentally retarded,
4 _ . ., ol
'A ’ . . ‘ 3 . '
" '\ ; ' i 7 . . ’

it
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learniné isabled, and emotionally disturbed? (p. 476). Again, EMR chil-
e > ;o ’ ‘

:ﬂ dren were found to have lower measured IQ scores. Some differences were -

indicated in achievement scores among dhe categorical groups. However,
) P
l\ ‘..an abundance\of statistical power (number of subjects greater than 100

in each groyp) may have rendered the diffemenées trivial, that is, less‘h .,
A \ ) - R
than a unit difference separated all the scores. b

The identification of IQ differenceIamong the three ‘categories of

n fact, intelligence scores c
: A}

plied to EMR and LD

“* . handicapped children should be expected;
; ot ! A

are the prima basis~for Jifferential definitions a

X

or ED children. The extent to which defipitional diffe ces result in'

differéntial\a}titdﬂes and behaviors within classrooms still remains

s
, ~ f - b
undefined after the studies of Becker and Gajar have been completed ;){‘
)
In etudyiQE teacher behaviors, Bryan and Wheeler (1976) reported .
at t.."

v that teachers of normal children talked to groups*of children more often

¢ . ST

than ' special"}teachers did' they pr:j7nted some evidence for commonality‘
) ! ' '

’

o

of.teapher ingeractions 1in special‘'classes. In anothe{/study, q;mbo\\,
n:>

Yoshida, Reilly, and‘Reilly‘(&97qg observed similar "patterns of teacher-;'

L4 s t

* student in:i)actign' in the classrooms of "educable meritally retarded and .

o m——

0

‘educationa handicapp children ; teachers o fmildly handicapped children'~ \'v

seemed to behave simil rly toward thefir studen 8. Sherry ‘and . dlgozzine

(1979) .obsdrv that the classroom behaviors of EMR and ED children were

similar when the studen%p were in resource or regular classrooms Sherry

’

ar. in resourc% roomq_but d:Zferent in regular classrooms.

While several studies have shown that differgnces exist between.:exceptional"

e ) ) . /
children and 'normalzfghildren (Bryap & Bryan, 1975; Harrison, Bu?off: l

N . ‘
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4 . . )
& Greenberg, 1975), few studies have investigated classroom behavior
fgg and/or teaching\variables.that night differentiate the categorical .
groups. .\‘ j : : , . )

— ‘
T«e purpose of this research was to ascertain the extent to which

teachers of - exceptional children responded differently to :'questionnairi

-~
A designed to colldct information about their educational programs It wa

-

hypothesized that there would be no differenoes in the responses ¢f LD,

» -

EMR, and ED resource room teachers with regard to various educationai as-
pects of-their classrooms. Whilgkit was redognized that written responses
of éeachers might be limited in terms ‘of their applicabilitty to actual
. practice, the natune of the research was judged preliminary and this .

HE

limitation was accepted. U Y

. Method

PR
.

Data were'cdllected on two different occasions from two groups of

special edugation teachers. The second group congtituted a replication
) . , ] s ! ) . *
sample of the first. ( .

'c ] o <
+ © Subjects '
—_—w o

, Ninety~five special educaion teachers from the Alachua County School
System volunteered to particf¥ate in the questionnaire study, he responses
of 25 LD, EMR, and ED teacherg were randomly se1eEted for further study.

t/
Each of the selected teach?fs was certified in the areg he jhe was cur-

" rently teaching, 85% of the subjects[ﬁg;:;emﬁie,‘4sz we ~married, and
172 were black Lhi square analysis-lsuggested that the distributlons of. )

\\ teacher sex, mari 1 status, gﬂ% raﬁ ere distributed similarly among

. -
T

the_categorica classrooms. The average age of-the participanfs was 29.7

2

A
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Kyears and the average number of yeirs teaching experience was 5.7; no.__

differences were indicated in these variables among LD, . » and ED i:eachers.
This group .cRﬁstitu? the rep~11‘c'ac)ion s@le. _ s

venl:y-}.’“ive—{ ..e.,' 25 ED,VOLD, and EMR) special education teache;'s
fnt"n;: :Lg, County had a'lready' pﬁrticipated in a questionﬁaire' sur\'rey
re’gj?ding their classes a?d teachip.g, pra;:tices. The dey J.raph,ic 'chafacter—
v .

- istics of this first group were quite similar to those of the replication
P Y
sgmple: 78X were female, 537 were married, and 137 were black. The
. . : s
)verage age ﬂof the subjects,\{as 28.2 yeJrs, and the average number of years .

teaching experience was 5.2. No differences were indicated in any of these

variables when comparisons were made according to types of children taught.
. . ¢

Procedure /
A questionhnaire wa{a developed btd obtain "information 3bout the edu-

. R M
cational program of ea?:f"teacher; it included several general cof‘xtent-are’as.
. 3 . ’
. . . \ ‘ »
ThelfTrs't section contained a series of statements ojﬁpbjéégves that could
be applied to resource room programming for exceptional ‘children. 'Three

[3

of the statenent&appeared in the same form on the questionnaires. distri-
“ . . 1

buted to each group of teachers; these included the following:
- In resoufce room programming for [the type children being taught
‘ by the regponding teacher] it is (very/mot very) important... , ,

’

,

. / * ’ . : -
. P 1. To/enable the ,child to learn in the basic edqcatibn program. -
- . .S A v .
! 4
¢ — 2. To reduce inappropriate types of behavior in/normal circumstances.
S . . {
Pt l .
B, 3. To provide appropriate educational intervenq%ons as determined !
. -;’,f‘ v, by the student'\syesent,needs in the a.ff%t ve domadn.
oy "‘, \ - f‘\-' ’ ' .
oo \",['he ers\ vere asked to“Indicate how important (1 = not ve? important ‘
S ' ‘ ) . e l‘/
t) each objective was to their current pr’ég}ﬂéming v
7 | [ ( SN
. 4 ' ’ Y
\)v AN ) {. ' 1 0 . . '
t -
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’ Thé" next questionnaird-‘section requésted information about the
student population, the total number o\f\children servy ; each_grade
level,-tthe amounts of time spent in attendance by tHose chﬂdren during

/ the day, and the length of time since placement; responses were obtained

[y

through short-answer ‘q{xestions. The teachers also were asked to indicate

whether they saw a relationship betWeen the number of years of placeyent
. e <&
and the amount of time a child was cprrently spendir}g in their program.’

-

In additiOn. information was collected on the number of children to be
dismissed or involved in more intensive programming.

- The final secEion included questions about the actual resoufce room
. .

program. Each teacher was asked to select the best descriptor of‘h’i’é/her
/ :
Fé

= orientatiofl\ toward working with a specific group of exceptional children.
¢

-

also provided estimate(of ‘the percentage of time they spent
/

(or should g

‘academic or other curriculnm are33 and they iudicated

the most frequently htilized teaching activitiee from a list of twenty

¢
-~

techniques. \
: " SR .
A -series of research questions was formulated to!determine the extent

“to which resource teachers\ﬁﬁexcgﬁfibnql hildren ;espbnded similarly

' ) : regarding their teaching perspectives. ;I'heL llowing ;feas c;f interest
) were investigated. - _ ' N | | s

‘ 1. Relative impor'tance of the thre; ger.xeral‘ object}ves. ‘ >

| o 2. Number of children served. v " ’F | : K\
- 3. Length of time of service. | \;. ' B " /

4‘.\ Relationship b!:;tween time of service a}nd type of hadiéap. bl
‘ w - 5. fn;[.)ortanco;, specif:lc teaching-activ . ‘e
o 6. Allocation of t;aaéhing ‘t:lme to selected teaching a‘iéasﬁi‘.




7. _Teacher's general prognosis for his/her .chdldren,

Responsesy of the two samples of teachers to the questionnaire were

' analyzed separately. The level of significance for all tests was set at

N

0.01. All.comparisons were made among the three types of teachers;

. !
that is, responses of LD, EMR, and ED teachers were compared on responses

made on two different occeeiont.

_ ¢ Results
In general analyses of ;he results obtained from administretion of _
B

the questionnaire to sepetc samples indiceted conai{ten}eap\m‘ding R
patterns. The preeen(tetion of results has been organized with regarq to

77— -
the seven questions of interest; similaritiee hetween reeul&e for .each
° rl

sample ehould be assumed unless otherwise indicated.- ' S

. Gegerel Objectivee ’ ) ; o .

. chi1d 8 ef!\ctive needs. Lo ,

In the initiel sample, teechers oLf EMR chiidren felt it was less N
important X = 4 3) to "ehabfe e\child to learn in the basic,edubdtion

prdgram" than did teachers of enotionaily diatur‘bed ch}ldren (}( = lo 9).
Nt ‘ [ .
LD teachere ratings were Dot differentlfrom thoee of ED or ﬁfR teechere.

No ,i,fferences were indicated among the t.eecher groups in the importeqce a
I3

-

of" reducin‘ ineppropriate behevior or prvoviding interventione baeéd bn a
A Fd

) . L
The rstinge from chxeglicetion sample were different only with,
)

’

.regerd to the inportance of eneb],ing children to leem \in the buic e-

> 4

educg\ionﬁrogt’m. Teechers of )ﬂotionally di,Pturbed 6hildren reted thi'é
objective a8 less impor'tant (X = 3 lo) than LD (X = 4} 6) or EMR (X =4, 3)

teachere who rated it similarly. ‘Ag no differences vere, indiceted

L3 .

in reletive :l.nportance of d with in(ppropriete behevibr or !

[ S X ) B * A
(L P

/-

-

-



. .', '.._ , ‘ _l - o

affective needs. o ' ‘ o v A .

lNumber of Children Served ‘5J o~
Teachers of LD, EMR, and ED children reported serving approximatel;f"
the same numbers of children. Enrg;lments in LD tended to de higher,
but all obtained differences were not statistically significant.
Length of Servicese‘ .
- In the initial sample more ED and LD children received services for
o 30 to 60 minutes, while i‘i children received instruction for 120 min-
N utes more often. In the replication sample, fewer E* children and more
LD childfen receiyed 30 tol60 minutes qf‘instruction‘and more ED children'
received 120 minutes of time in the resource.rooms.' LD children seemed ‘

tO'cOnsistently receive less instruction. » : ' L

Time in Prqgggm vs. Time in Class

Approximately 702 of the teachers .y both samples felt there was p
no relationship between the number of years of placement in the program
and "the amount of time the. child was currently being seen, this pattern
‘was similar for LD, EMR, and ED teachers (x = 0.13, 3 71, p > .01) | For
those teachers who felt there was a relationship between years of place—
ment and current t' if recently placed,. LD, EMR, and ED teachers also

- responded similarly (Y&g 0.0, 1.75, p > .01).

Specific Teaching Activities .

Teachers were asked to indicate the five most frequently used teaching

activities practiced in their classrooms; the following differences were
found:
1. Teachers of EMR.children taught manners more than teachers
Qf LD children; no differences were indicated;between ﬁﬁ

teachers' responses and those of other teachers.

4 e
o
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2. Teachers of EMR children indicated less conferencing‘ﬁith
regular classroom teacherb»than did teachers of LD and ED
i+ children.
3. Teachers of EMR children indicated using more pre-vocational
. training in their programs ‘than did other teachers.
4. Teachers of LD’ children used remediation of process deficits
4.. more than ED teachers; no‘differences'were‘indicated between
EMR teachers' responses and those of other teachers.
, 5.,_Teachers of LD children indicated less use of‘everyday.
learning skills activities than teachers of ED children,
no- differences were indicated between responses of EMR '

- teachers and others. - - ¥

 While selécted differencés'were indicated for certain "teaching activities,"

R . N ’ '. 3 . 0 4 .
the use of most activities was reported to be similar for the three groups-

of teachers. For eéample,.no differences were indicated in reported use
. \ .
of values clarification, remedial reading, science projects, life- space

‘interviews, handwriting information, role playing, language/communication ;/

training, individual academic -tutoring, and other related activities (i e.,

arts and crafts, physical education)

Allocation of Time . . S o /

Teacﬂ!rs ‘were asked to indicate the percentage of time they/spend and

,should spend in academic and sbcial training. No differences were indi-

’ /

cated in the amount of time spent in either of these areas, the initial

sample reported ‘spending approximately SSZ of their time with "academics

and 187 with "social" activities. The replication sample’ reported spending
. } : ‘//

 61% of their time with "academics" and 187 with "social" activities.

l

‘'



P ‘q Y, ' o /& B ., ,‘.. .
.10 . / . - ,‘5 ) L o
- R v . t . . '. ’
In general, tedchers felt less than 20% of theit time should be

spent with "social" activities and about 50% with "academics. One

) exception was Iin the Ygitial sample in which ED teachers indicated . \\
}5 they should spend 37% of their time with academics while 1D (56%) and
EMR (55%) reported similar-percentages. . . ’ﬁ“=
, - . . )

NN

3

' General Prognosis B

Teachers were asked to indicate the number of students they felt

-~ " would be dismissed at .the end of the school year, the number who would !

.

need more intensive prq}ramming, and the average remaining‘time in L,

program (i.e., months of service) for children likely to return the/”

following year. No djkferences were indicated among the three groups

\ . ) . _ e
. of teachers'.responses to these questions regarding progposis.

-
>

h , , ' " Discussion
Teachers in this investigation were asked to provide information

regarding the children in their classes d some of the program activities |

\ b5

c used in teaching them, equal numbers of teachers of LD, EMR, and ED chil- ’

dren were sampled on two occasions. In general teachets' responses
_to the questionnaire items were similar. For example,_they responded
alike when asked about the importance of affective needs of children, and
‘the need to reduce inappropriate behaviors.‘ Approxfmately the same numbers
of children were® reported in all levels pf LD, EMR and ED programs, and '
the length of time in. the program was similarly related to the current .
,.time of servicé'for all groups. Teachers also indicated spending about_
\—"“"the same amount of time wigh particular types .of material, (1. e., academic.

" vs. social) and teaching activities (i ey, rqnedial instruction, life-

-*space interviews, etc.). No»differences were indicated in the prognostic
- . \/ . .
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statements made¢by teachers of LD, EMR, or ED teachers.. I

Those areaa in which differences occurred tended to be more related :
to service delivery than general practice. For example,‘some teachers -

ind;cated that EMR and ED childrén épent more time in their classes, LD“

/
child@en tended to be seen for 30 to 60 minutes more often than were the

N

other children. Teachers of EMR children indlcated using some‘gifferent
teaching activities more often than other teachers (e,g., ‘teaching manneﬂs,

less regular class conferencing, pre-vocational training) while LD teachers

~

were ‘more ‘involved in remediation of process deficits and less involved in ’

teachﬂng evera‘.!:&earning skills than ED teachers.
While the results of this investigation are’ limited in that only

C . v

teachers written responses were sampled they support the ‘validity of

the allegation by 1 han and Kauffpan (lb76) that teaching\practices
L .

for exceptional children overlap. Before definitive statements are made,_
however, more detailed analyses of actual. teaching practiCes clearly are

A7
teachers.of mildly handicapped youngsters, implications for teacher-training

warranted.- Should it ‘be found that similandties Outweigh differég%fs among '

institutions and programs will be evident. B
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